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Mt. Hood Meadows Parking Improvements EIS - Best Management Practices for Water Quality Protection
1

BMP Title 1 Objective Explanation Project Design 
Criteria (PDC)

Implementation and 
Responsibility

Ability to 
Implement

Effectiveness Monitoring

Plan-2. Project 
Planning and 
Analysis

Use the project 
planning, environmental 
analysis, and decision 
making processes to 
incorporate water quality 
management BMPs 
into project design and 
implementation.

The project planning, environmental analysis, 
and decision making process is the framework for 
incorporating water quality management BMPs into 
project design and implementation. The process should 
identify likely direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts from 
the proposed project or management activities on soils, 
water quality, and riparian resources in the project area. 
Project documents (plans, contracts, permits, etc.) should 
include site-specific BMP prescriptions to meet water 
quality objectives as directed by the environmental 
analysis. Project planning should ensure that activities 
are consistent with land management plan direction; 
State BMPs, floodplain, wetland, coastal zone; and other 
requirements including Clean Water Act (CWA) 401 
certification, CWA 402 permits, and CWA 404 permits; 
wilderness or wild and scenic river designations; and 
other Federal, State, and local rules and regulations.

Throughout 
the planning 
process and 
PDC A-4, A-5, 
A-7 through A-9

Hydrologists, fish biologists, geologists, 
and/or soil scientists evaluate watershed 
characteristics and estimate response to 
proposed activities. The project is designed 
to include site-specific prescriptions for each 
area of water quality concern. The subsequent 
contract would include provisions to meet 
water quality criteria and other resource 
protection requirements as provided by this 
EIS.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC

High High based on 
local monitoring 
and experience

The Forest Service Permit 
Administrator or his/her designee 
would monitor the implementation 
of the PDCs, as described in 
implementation and responsibility. 

This project would go into a pool of 
similar projects to be selected for 
project level BMP implementation 
and effectiveness monitoring as 
per the National BMP Monitoring 
Protocol. If selected, watershed 
and recreation specialists would 
evaluate whether the site-specific 
BMPs were implemented and the 
effectiveness of the BMPs. 

This project would be part of 
annual, informal monitoring 
conducted by Forest Service 
hydrologist and soil scientist to 
observe BMP effectiveness and 
make adjustments to correct any 
observed deficiencies.

Plan-3. Aquatic 
Management Zone 
(AMZ) Planning

To maintain and improve 
or restore the condition 
of land around and 
adjacent to water 
bodies in the context 
of the environment in 
which they are located, 
recognizing their unique 
values and importance 
to water quality while 
implementing land and 
resource management 
activities.

The land around and adjacent to water bodies plays an 
important ecologic role in maintaining the structure, 
function, and processes of the aquatic ecosystem. These 
areas provide shading, soil stabilization, sediment and 
water filtering, large woody debris recruitment, and 
habitat for a diversity of plants and animals. The quality 
and quantity of water resources and aquatic habitats 
may be adversely affected by ground-disturbing 
activities that occur on these areas. Protection and 
improvement of soil, water, and vegetation are to 
be emphasized while managing these areas under 
the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. 
Designation of a zone encompassing these areas 
around and adjacent to a waterbody is a common BMP 
to facilitate management emphasizing aquatic and 
riparian-dependent resources. These management zones 
are known by several common terms such as streamside 
management area or zone, riparian management area, 
stream environment zone, and water influence zone. For 
purposes of the National Core BMPs, these areas will be 
referred to as AMZs. Local regulation often stipulates 
the area and extent of AMZs and may be listed in land 
management plans; biological opinions, evaluations, 
or assessments; and other regional or State laws, 
regulations, and policies. 

Throughout 
the planning 
process and 
PDC A-4, A-5, 
A-14 through 
A-16

The AMZ requirements are identified 
by an interdisciplinary team during the 
environmental analysis. The project is 
designed to include site-specific BMP 
prescriptions for the prevention of 
sedimentation and other stream damage from 
construction and operations. 

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High to 
Moderate

High to 
Moderate based 
on literature, 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.

1 -  Taken from 2012 National Core BMP Technical Guide
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BMP Title 1 Objective Explanation Project Design 
Criteria (PDC)

Implementation and 
Responsibility

Ability to 
Implement

Effectiveness Monitoring

AqEco-2. 
Operations in 
Aquatic Ecosystems

Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse impacts 
to water quality when 
working in aquatic 
ecosystems.

Common construction or maintenance operations in 
water bodies often involve ground disturbance. The 
close proximity to, and contact with, the water body 
increases the potential for introducing sediment and 
other pollutants that can affect water quality. This BMP 
includes practices for minimizing direct and indirect 
water quality impacts when working in or adjacent to 
water bodies.

PDC C-1 
through C-6, 
C-8, C-9, A-1 
through A-5, A-9 
through A-12

The project is designed to include site-
specific prescriptions for each area of water 
quality concern. The subsequent contract 
would include provisions to meet water 
quality criteria and other resource protection 
requirements as provided by this EIS.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High to 
Moderate

High to 
Moderate based 
on literature, 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.

AqEco-3. Ponds and 
Wetlands

Design and implement 
pond and wetlands 
projects in a manner that 
increases the potential for 
success in meeting project 
objectives and avoids, 
minimizes, or mitigates 
adverse effects to soil, 
water quality, and riparian 
resources.

Ponds and wetlands are developed for a variety of 
reasons including recreation, water sources, stock ponds, 
gravel extraction, wetland mitigation, and wildlife 
improvement. The excavation of
material and construction of berms, dikes, dams, 
channels, wildlife water sources, and waterfowl nesting 
islands have the potential to introduce sediment and 
other pollutants into adjacent waterbodies, alter flows, 
and cause physical damage to the ponds and adjacent 
stream channels both during and after construction. 
Constructing the projects to withstand potential 
overflow and flooding is a primary consideration during 
project planning and design.

PDC C-1 
through C-6, 
C-8 & C-9,  C-13 
through C-16, 
A-1 through A-5, 
A-9 through 
A-12, A-17

The project is designed to include site-
specific prescriptions for each area of water 
quality concern. The subsequent contract 
would include provisions to meet water 
quality criteria and other resource protection 
requirements as provided by this EIS.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High to 
Moderate

High to 
Moderate based 
on literature, 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.

Rec-2. Developed 
Recreation Sites

Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 
to soil, water quality, 
and riparian resources at 
developed recreation sites 
by maintaining desired 
levels of ground cover, 
limiting soil compaction, 
and minimizing pollutants 
entering water bodies.

Developed recreation sites provide amenities for user 
comfort and can be located in motorized or non-
motorized settings. Often times these areas concentrate 
high volumes of use into relatively small areas and may 
be located on or near water bodies, thereby increasing 
the potential for water quality degradation. Potential 
pollutants generated by use at developed recreation 
sites include, but are not limited to, human and animal 
waste; solid wastes (trash); petroleum products; and 
other hazardous substances. In addition, continuous 
or recurring use at one site can cause excessive soil 
compaction; damage to vegetation, wetlands, and 
riparian areas; and erosion and sediment transport from 
the site.

PDC C-1 
through C-6, 
C-13 through 
C-16, A-16

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on a regular 
basis and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High High based on 
literature, local 
monitoring and 
experience

Same as previous BMP.
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BMP Title 1 Objective Explanation Project Design 
Criteria (PDC)

Implementation and 
Responsibility

Ability to 
Implement

Effectiveness Monitoring

Rec-4. Motorized 
and Non-motorized 
Trails

Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 
to soil, water quality, 
and riparian resources 
by controlling soil 
erosion, erosion of 
trail surface materials, 
and water quality 
problems originating 
from construction, 
maintenance, and use 
of motorized and non-
motorized trails.

Trail construction, maintenance, and use by motorized 
vehicles and human or stock traffic can adversely 
affect water quality by increased sediment delivery 
and contamination from vehicle fluids and human and 
animal wastes to nearby water bodies. Compaction of 
the trail surface limits water infiltration, which can lead 
to concentrated runoff on the trail surface. Concentrated 
runoff on trails lacking adequate drainage causes erosion 
of the trail surface and can transport sediment and other 
pollutants directly into water bodies if not filtered. Heavy 
tread, foot, or hoof traffic can loosen some trail surface 
materials, making them more susceptible to erosion.

PDC A-7 Hydrologists, geologists, and soil scientists 
evaluate watershed characteristics and 
estimate response to proposed activities. 
These professionals would assist in layout of 
trails in complex areas.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on a regular 
basis and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High High based on 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.

Rec-10. Ski Runs 
and Lifts

Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 
to soil, water quality, 
and riparian resources 
during the construction, 
operation, and 
maintenance of ski runs 
and lifts.

A ski area and its operation are complex and can result 
in a variety of adverse effects to soil, water quality, 
and riparian resources. These adverse effects can be 
particularly true for ski runs and lifts. Because good ski 
runs tend to be steep, extra precautions are needed to 
avoid or minimize accelerated erosion and resulting 
sedimentation. Ski run clearing, slope grading, and 
developing access routes, ski lift and towline facilities, 
and similar actions can expose and compact soils, 
resulting in accelerated runoff and erosion. Increased 
runoff can alter water yield and runoff regimes, augment 
peak flows, and increase instream sediment from 
channel erosion. Appropriate soil and water protection 
measures should be included in the ski area’s operation 
and maintenance plan.

PDC A-7 Hydrologists, geologists, and soil scientists 
evaluate watershed characteristics and 
estimate response to proposed activities. 
These professionals would assist in layout of 
trails in complex areas.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on a regular 
basis and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High High based on 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.

Rec-12. Ski Area 
Facilities

Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 
to soil, water quality, 
and riparian resources 
originating from design, 
construction, operation, 
and maintenance of ski 
area facilities.

Ski area facilities include buildings, sanitary facilities, 
parking lots, and other infrastructure. During 
construction and operation of facility sites, land 
may be cleared of existing vegetation and ground 
cover, exposing mineral soil that may be more easily 
eroded by water, wind, and gravity. Changes in land 
use and impervious surfaces can alter temporarily or 
permanently storm water runoff that, if left uncontrolled, 
can affect morphology, stability, and quality of nearby 
streams and other water bodies. Receiving waters can 
be contaminated by oil, grease, anti-freeze, sewage, 
trash, sediment, and salt. Construction and operation of 
these facilities should include measures that will avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate effects to water quality.

PDC C-13 
through C-16, 
A-12, A-13, A-15, 
A16

The project is designed to include site-
specific prescriptions for each area of water 
quality concern. The subsequent contract 
and/or annual operating plan would include 
provisions to meet water quality criteria and 
other resource protection requirements as 
provided by this EIS.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High to 
Moderate 

High to 
Moderate based 
on literature, 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.
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BMP Title 1 Objective Explanation Project Design 
Criteria (PDC)

Implementation and 
Responsibility

Ability to 
Implement

Effectiveness Monitoring

Road-7. Stream 
Crossings

Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 
to soil, water quality, 
and riparian resources 
when constructing, 
reconstructing, or 
maintaining temporary 
and permanent water 
body crossings.

Crossings should be designed and installed to 
provide for flow of water, bedload, and large woody 
debris, desired aquatic organism passage, and to 
minimize disturbance to the surface and shallow 
groundwater resources. Construction, reconstruction, 
and maintenance of a crossing usually requires heavy 
equipment to be in and near streams, lakes, and other 
aquatic habitats to install or remove culverts, fords, 
and bridges, and their associated fills, abutments, piles, 
and cribbing. Such disturbance near the water body 
can increase the potential for accelerated erosion and 
sedimentation by altering flow paths and destabilizing 
stream banks or shorelines, removing vegetation and 
ground cover, and exposing or compacting the soil. Use 
of heavy equipment has a potential for contaminating 
the surface water from vehicle fluids or introducing 
aquatic nuisance species.

PDC A-12 Hydrologists, geologists, and soil scientists 
evaluate watershed characteristics and 
estimate response to proposed activities. 
These professionals would assist in layout of 
any stream crossings in complex areas.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

Moderate High based on 
literature, local 
monitoring and 
experience

Same as previous BMP.

Road-8. Snow 
Removal and 
Storage

Avoid or minimize 
erosion, sedimentation, 
and chemical pollution 
that may result from snow 
removal and storage 
activities.

Snow removal from roads and parking areas may 
adversely affect water quality and riparian resources in 
several ways. Plowing may physically displace native 
or engineered surfaces on roads, damage drainage 
structures, or alter drainage patterns. Plowing may 
also remove protective soil cover (e.g., vegetation or 
mulch). These changes can result in concentrated flow, 
increased erosion, and greater risk of sediment delivery 
to water bodies. Snow piled in large mounds or berms, 
or in sensitive areas, may contribute to increased run-off, 
hill slope erosion, mass slope instability, and in-channel 
erosion from snowmelt. Snow stored in riparian areas 
and floodplains may compact soils, break or stunt 
vegetation, or channel runoff in undesirable patterns, 
thereby weakening the buffering capacity of these areas. 
Additionally, both snow removal and storage may result 
in additions of salts or fine aggregates used for de-icing 
or traction control and other vehicle pollutants directly 
to surface water and indirectly to both surface water and 
groundwater during runoff.

PDC A-15 The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High Moderate based 
on literature, 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.

Road-9. Parking 
and Staging Areas

Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 
to soil, water quality, 
and riparian resources 
when constructing and 
maintaining parking and 
staging areas.

Parking and staging areas on NFS lands may be 
permanent or temporary and are associated with a 
variety of uses including administrative buildings, 
developed recreation sites, trailheads, and forest 
management projects. These parking facilities 
sometimes constitute large areas with little or no 
infiltration capacity. Runoff from these areas can create 
rills or gullies and carry sediment, nutrients, and other 
pollutants to nearby surface waters.

PDC C-1, C-3 
through C-6, 
C-8, A-1 through 
A-4, A-10, A-11, 
A-14 through 
A-16

Hydrologists, geologists, and soil scientists 
evaluate watershed characteristics and 
estimate response to proposed activities. 
These professionals would assist in layout of 
project elements in complex areas.

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High High to 
Moderate based 
on literature, 
local monitoring 
and experience

Same as previous BMP.
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BMP Title 1 Objective Explanation Project Design 
Criteria (PDC)

Implementation and 
Responsibility

Ability to 
Implement

Effectiveness Monitoring

Road-10. 
Equipment 
Refueling and 
Servicing

Avoid or minimize adverse 
effects to soil, water 
quality, and riparian 
resources from fuels, 
lubricants, cleaners, and 
other harmful materials 
discharging into nearby 
surface waters or 
infiltrating
through soils to 
contaminate groundwater 
resources during 
equipment refueling and 
servicing activities.

Many activities require the use and maintenance of 
petroleum-powered equipment in the field. For example, 
mechanical vegetation management activities may 
employ equipment that uses or contains gasoline, diesel, 
oil, grease, hydraulic fluids, antifreeze, coolants, cleaning 
agents, and pesticides. These petroleum and chemical 
products may pose a risk to contaminating soils, surface 
water, and groundwater during refueling and servicing 
the equipment. BMP Fac-6 (Hazardous Materials) 
provides additional guidance for handling hazardous 
materials.

PDC C-13 
through C-16, 
A-16

The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High High based on 
literature, local 
monitoring and 
experience

Same as previous BMP.

Veg-6. Landings Avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse effects 
to soil, water quality, and 
riparian resources from 
the construction and use 
of log landings.

Log landings, in general, are the site of intense activity, 
serving as the endpoint of yarding operations, the 
setup location of large equipment (such as skyline 
yarders), loading areas for log trucks, and fueling 
and maintenance locations for heavy equipment. To 
accommodate all this activity, landings tend to be large, 
and their soils generally become compacted, rutted, and 
disturbed much more than the rest of the project area. 
Thus, landings have a high probability of being a source 
of concentrated overland flow containing sediment and 
other pollutants.

PDC A-6 The Forest Service Permit Administrator 
or his/her designee would monitor the 
implementation of the PDCs during 
construction and operations on regular basis 
and would have the authority to provide 
direction and/or take action if construction 
or operations are not conducted according to 
the PDC.

High High based on 
literature, local 
monitoring and 
experience

Same as previous BMP.
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Mt. Hood Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) 
Direction

Appendix H of the Forest Plan defines the criteria for Rating “Ability to Implement” and 
BMPs “Effectiveness” on page H-6. These estimates are general, given the range of conditions 
throughout the Forest. More specific estimates are made at the project level when the specific 
BMPs are developed. 

Ability to implement 

Provides a qualitative estimate of the ability of the Forest Service to implement the BMPs. The 
following index is used to rate the ability to implement as High, Moderate or Low: 

 • High: Almost certain the BMPs can be implemented as planned. 
 • Moderate: Greater than 75% certainty the BMPs can be implemented as planned.
 • Low: Less than 75% certainty the BMPs can be implemented as planned. 

Effectiveness 

Provides a qualitative assessment of the expected effectiveness that the applied measure would 
have on preventing or reducing impacts on water quality and beneficial uses. The effectiveness of 
each BMPs would be evaluated with an index that rates the effectiveness of each BMPs as either 
High, Moderate, or Low.

 • High: Practice is highly effective (90%) and one or more of the following types of docu-
mentation are available:

 ▷ Literature/Research - must be applicable to area. 
 ▷ Administrative studies-local or within similar ecosystem. 
 ▷ Experience- judgment of an expert by education and/or experience. 
 ▷ Fact-obvious by reasoned (logical) response. 

 • Moderate: Documentation shows that the practice is effective less than 90% of the time, 
but at least 75% of the time; or logic indicates that this practice is highly effective, but 
there is little or no documentation to back it up. 

 • Low: Effectiveness unknown or unverified, and there is little or no documentation; or ap-
plied logic is uncertain in this case, or the practice is estimated to be less than 75% effec-
tive. 

Effectiveness of BMPs are based on guidance from the National Best Management Practices for 
Water Quality Management on National Forest System Lands, Volume 1: National Core BMP 
Technical Guide (USDA, 2012), models, literature, research, 25 years of planning and monitoring 
implementation of projects on National Forest Lands in the Northwest, 12 years of planning and 
monitoring implementation of projects at the Mt. Hood Meadows Ski Area and other professional 
experience.

Models:

 • Water Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) (USDA Forest Service, 1999). 
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Other Applicable BMP Software:

 • Erosion Draw 4.0 (Erosion Control Standards and Construction Drawings – Salix Applied 
Earthcare, 2002)

Relevant research includes:

 • Effectiveness Of Timber Harvest Practices For Controlling Sediment Related Water Qual-
ity Impacts (Rashin et. al. 2006).  

 • Sediment Trapping by Streamside Management Zones of Various Widths after Forest Har-
vest and Site Preparation (Lakel and others, 2010).

 • Reduction of soil erosion on forest roads (Burroughs and King, 1989).

 • Technical Guidance on Implementing the Stormwater Runoff Requirements for Federal 
Projects under Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (Environmental 
Protection Agency, 2009)

Monitoring Includes:

 • Administrative BMP Monitoring Studies, Mt. Hood National Forest:  Various administra-
tive monitoring studies were planned and implemented from 1997 through 2004. Moni-
toring for BMP implementation and effectiveness was performed on a wide variety of 
BMPs, ranging from riparian reserve protection to temporary road construction.   Moni-
toring results are summarized in the Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Reports for 
Fiscal Years 1997 through 2004.  BMP monitoring completed during this period indicates 
that overall the BMPs monitored were prescribed and implemented as planned, resulting 
in adequate soil and water protection in most instances.

 • Best Management Practices Evaluation Program (BMPEP), 1992-2002 Monitoring Results 
(Draft Report). USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region, Pacific Southwest Region. 
This draft report summarizes the results of the USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest 
Region, Best Management Practices Evaluation Program (BMPEP), from 1992 to 2002.  
Past monitoring completed as part of the BMPEP program has validated the effectiveness 
of BMPs in mitigating the effects of forest management activities on water quality.

 • Monitoring done during the Mount Hood National Forest administrative studies cited 
generally correlates well with the extensive monitoring done during the BMPEP monitor-
ing program in the Pacific Southwest Region.  

Professional Experience

 • A small group of local professionals further refined assignments of “Ability to Implement” 
and “Effectiveness” ratings for Mt. Hood Meadows Parking Improvements EIS PDC and 
BMP based on experience.  This group consisted of a Soil Scientist with over 25 years of 
professional experience in planning, monitoring and implementation of a variety of Forest 
Service projects in the Pacific Northwest, a Fisheries Biologist with over 23 years of profes-
sional experience in planning, monitoring and implementation of a variety of Forest Ser-
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vice projects in the Pacific Northwest and a Hydrologist with over 25 years of professional 
experience in planning, monitoring and implementation of a variety of Forest Service 
projects in the Pacific Northwest.  
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Appendix B: Response to Comments
The objective of this section is to display the public comments received by the Forest Service 
regarding the Mt. Hood Meadows Parking Improvements Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS), and to provide responses to those comments.  The comments were used to update and 
finalize the analysis in the Final EIS, and to help the Responsible Official select an alternative.

Comment Period

The DEIS was released to the public on May 3, 2013.  A Notice of Availability (NOA) announcing 
the comment period was published in the Federal Register (Vol. 78, No. 86) on May 3, 2013. A 
legal notice announcing the availability of the Mt. Hood Meadows Parking Lot Improvements 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for review and comment was published in The Oregonian 
(newspaper of record) on May 4, 2013. The 45-day comment period ended on June 17, 2013. 
Sixteen individuals and organizations submitted written comments within the comment period. 
The comments were received from individuals, Pacific Northwest Ski Areas Association, Oregon 
Department of Transportation, Crag Law Center, Friends of Mount Hood, Oregon Wild, Oregon 
Nordic Club, Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Process of Considering and Responding to Comments

Consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act, 40 CFR 1503.4, this document addresses 
substantive comments on the DEIS.  Substantive comments include those which challenge the 
information in the DEIS as being inaccurate or inadequate, or which offer specific information 
that may have a bearing on the decision.  Non-substantive comments are those that express 
opinions without any accompanying factual basis or rationale to support the opinion these 
comments are maintained in the project file in the Mt. Hood National Forest Headquarters in 
Sandy, Oregon.  Similarly, position statements and votes were considered non-substantive.

Substantive comments were responded to as outlined in the USDA Forest Service Handbook 
(FSH), which states that the agency preparing the FEIS must “review, analyze, and respond 
to substantive comments on the draft EIS” (FSH 1909.15).  Possible responses to substantive 
comments may include:  

1. Modify alternatives, including the Proposed Action
2. Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the agen-

cy;
3. Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses;
4. Make factual corrections; and/or,
5. Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the sources, 

authorities, or reasons which support the agency’s position, and, if appropriate, indicate 
those circumstances which would trigger agency reappraisal or further response.

Each letter of comment was given a unique identification number (shown in the first column 
on the following table), and the sender was added to the mailing list for the FEIS and ROD (if 
they were not already on the list).  Comments within each letter were then assigned a unique 
identifying code. Each comment was assigned to a subject matter expert for a detailed response.  
All comments and responses are part of the project record for this EIS, and were considered 
during the decision-making process.
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Agency Comments

Appendix C contains comment letters received from government agencies, and are located.  
The letters are included in their entirety in this section per FSH 1909.15.  The responses to the 
substantive comments identified in these letters are contained in the Response to Comments as 
indicated below.

 • Oregon Department of Transportation, Letter #5
 • U.S. Department of Interior, Office of Secretary, Letter #9
 • Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, Letter #16
 • U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, Letter #17



Appendix B — B-5

Appendix B - Response to Comments

Comment 
Number

Comment Response

1-1 As a nordic skier, I am disappointed at the trails that are being offered to replace the trails being lost to 
parking...the new trails are lower in elevation and that Beargrass Loop area sometimes doesn’t open due 
to lack of snow..MORE IMPORTANTLY...we would be losing flat trails(good for beginners and teaching) 
and gaining steeper trails, not a tit‐for‐tat situation at all...the original “option 3 trails” showed new trails 
in the area between Twilight and the old nordic center..I feel these trail would be a fair and reasonable 
replacement for the trails lost...

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) includes the same replacement Nordic ski trails as Alternative 3 (“option 3 trails”). 
There was an error in the description of the connected action in the DEIS that was corrected. FEIS, Section 2.2.6 now 
states: “The proposed Twilight Parking Lot would remove approximately a half mile (or 2,746 feet) of Nordic ski trails from 
the Hanel and Little Loops. The trails constructed as a connected action are the same as Alternative 3 as shown in Figure 
2-2. This includes approximately 0.7 mile (or 3,432 feet) miles of new Nordic ski trails, resulting in a net increase of 0.1 mile 
(or 686 feet).”

3-1 As the population continues to grow in the Portland metropolitan region the current parking configuration 
at MHM will be inadequate to meet the weekend/holiday demand. As a result more visitors will be turned 
away from the resort, likely on a more frequent basis, due to the limited parking capacity. 

During the peak use days, generally occurring on holidays and weekends, all three of the existing parking lots are near 
capacity and/or reach their maximum capacity. In the event that the parking areas reach maximum capacity users are 
turned away. If the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) is implemented and visitation to Mt. Hood Meadows Ski Resort 
(MHM) continues to increase as it has over the past ten years (approximately 3.4 percent per year), than the Forest Service 
may begin to see peak-use days reach maximum capacity of the proposed parking area in an estimated 10 to 15 years. 
The demand on peak days under the existing conditions and in each of the action alternatives was fully analyzed in the 
FEIS, Section 3.1.

3-2 Turning guests eager to recreate not only creates greatly disappointed visitors who have traveled a long 
distance to ski/ride, it presents significant safety concerns. These issues spill over on to Highway 35 creating 
significant traffic jams and problems for ODOT snow removal crews. The proposed parking improvements in 
the DEIS will meaningfully reduce these issues creating a much improved visitor experience.

When parking facilities reach capacity (peak use days), all additional recreational visitors would be directed away from 
the developed parking areas at MHM. These visitors may continue to attempt to find additional parking in other less 
desirable and potentially dangerous locations (such as alongside Highway 35 or FS Road 3545). Also, the already fully 
utilized parking at Teacup Lake Nordic Trail system could continue to receive additional pressure from recreational 
traffic attempting to access facilities at MHM. They may also travel to a different location on the Forest to access similar 
recreational opportunities (other ski resorts) or they may leave the National Forest. The demand on peak days and 
associated impacts to skiers was fully analyzed in the FEIS, Section 3.1. 

3-3 Users of the close by Sno-Park areas, such as Teacup, will also benefit from increased MHM parking capacity 
as their guests will be less likely to attempt to park in these lots when the MHM lots are full.

See response to Comment #3-2.

3-4 Addition of a left turn lane from Highway 35 to the MHM access road will alleviate blockage of through 
traffic and the risk of rear-end accidents. This is a significant benefit to all users of Highway 35. 

A right- and left-lane are required components of all action alternatives. Traffic safety could also be improved due to the 
lane separation of turning vehicles and through traffic. However, the improvement of traffic operations is only expected 
to improve at this local intersection and would only have a minimal positive effect on through traffic. The impacts of the 
left- and right-turn lanes from Highway 35 on traffic safety are fully analyzed in the FEIS, Section 3.2.

3-5 Reduced guest /heavy equipment interaction due to the relocation of the vehicle maintenance facility by 
isolating heavy equipment movement from resort visitors using the parking lots.

The existing maintenance facilities are co-located in the Mt Hood Meadows Main Parking Lot. These facilities, built in 
1967, are not large enough to service the number and size of the snow cat, snowmobile, truck, and bus fleet. As a result, 
the industrial buses are parked and serviced outside the maintenance facilities. Combining the industrial bus parking and 
vehicle maintenance functions with the public areas at the Main Parking Lot presents safety concerns related to traffic 
flow and the maintenance activities outside the facilities. All of the action alternatives address this need by moving the 
maintenance facilities away from the Main Parking Lot to different locations within the Permit Area.

3-6 Access to the north side of the resort for the swing shift grooming crews thus physically separating 
movement of snowcats from the skiing/riding guests without having to close the base area downhill trails.

Under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6), the maintenance facilities are moved to the north side of the existing 
Sunrise Parking Lot and a bus shop is added near the proposed Twilight Parking Lot. Both maintenance facilities including 
parking for snow equipment and maintenance shops. The primary maintenance would take place at the new Sunrise 
Maintenance Shop. See response to Comment 3-5 for more information.

3-7 The existing facilities are obsolete which compromises safe operations and is inadequate for servicing 
MHM heavy equipment including snowcats, buses and front end loaders. Given the current situation often 
maintenance work is done outside in front of the facility where the potential for harmful spills and leaks to 
occur exists.

See response to Comment #3-5.

3-8 Additionally the current facility location is subject to periodic flooding during snowmelt cycles also raising 
the potential for surface water contamination.

According to Mt. Hood Meadows staff: “The current shop does flood at least once a year during spring runoff and large 
rain on snow events.  It’s difficult to quantify how much, the water runs out the service bay door so it doesn’t get deep...” 
(Warila, 2013). Given that condition, moving the maintenance facility to a new location that includes stormwater runoff 
treatment (all action alternatives) will improve existing conditions for water quality. This is based on the assumption that 
water currently flowing through the shop during these events is collecting pollutants and ultimately depositing them in 
adjacent surface and/or groundwater. No monitoring of this situation has occurred to support this assumption, but it is 
reasonable based on personal observations of the site and the proximity of the facility to the East Fork Hood River.
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Comment 
Number

Comment Response

3-9 Alternative 6 proposed locations for the maintenance shop and parking lots have smaller impact compared 
to the previously selected locations indicated in the MHM 1997 Record of Decision Master Plan. The 
locations in that plan were within a riparian reserve of a large wetland. Further, the site preparation would 
require excavation and back filling would be up to the edge of this wetland. 

The impacts of each action alternative to riparian reserves, including the previously selected location (Alternative 4) 
are fully analyzed in FEIS, Section 3.4. All action alternatives would have some disturbance in the Riparian Reserves. 
Disturbance in the Riparian Reserves associated with the new Sunrise Vehicle Maintenance Shop in Alternative 3 has 
some risk of increasing water temperature, sediment and chemical contaminants due to the close proximity to a wetland/
stream and complete removal of approximately 400 linear feet of riparian vegetation. Alternative 2 has risk of increased 
sedimentation due to snow removal limitations in the Sunrise Parking Lot footprint posed by the new Sunrise Vehicle 
Maintenance Shop. All of the above effects are anticipated to be localized and most likely only noticeable at the site scale.

4-1 Enclosed, is a map proposing a compromise between my original 8/6/11 alternative and the one presented 
in the DEIS (2-25). It is the same size, but south, adjacent to the existing state shed and the proposed 
equipment maintenance yard. I have merged them for several reasons: (1) Rock Spray: It facilitates plowing 
and concentrates rock spray issues. From my experience, it takes a lot of trees to buffer the effects of rock 
spray. (For example on the Meadows Creek trail.) Small islands and peninsulas of trees will do little for visual 
quality and horologic recovery. When the ground is not snow-covered, there will be lots of gravel that has 
accumulated that can’t be swept up and re-located. (2) Scenic Quality: The State shed area is already a visual 
impact from the perspective of the ski trail. By moving the paved areas together and south, it moves skiable 
parts of the Beargrass loop away from the state shed. (3) Ski Trail Design: A small section of Hannel loop can 
be retained (to the intersection) reducing the need for one of the tiny connector trails and pulls the parking 
lot, and hopefully rock spray, away from ski trails. (4) Paved Area Management: Mounds of snow and the 
“Parking Lot Ditch Outlet” (Cha 1-14) can be used to create a separation of uses with in the paved area. If 
some day ODOT needs to relocate (vacate) or expand their gravel storage, there would be more fluidity to 
adjust usage boundaries. (5) Avoids Riparian Areas: It is not in a riparian area. The map I used to make my 
original proposal was outside of the Clark Creek Riparian Reserve. Apparently, this boundary was revised or 
somehow in error. 

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) is located as close to the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
maintenance yard as possible given the design requirements of including all components of the action alternatives 
and connected actions (Twilight Parking Lot, Twilight Bus Shop, access roads, snow management and snow removal). 
Specifically, moving the parking lot closer to the ODOT gravel shed would compromise the storm water management 
system and potentially could overlap with the existing uses at the ODOT maintenance yard (see FEIS, Figure 1-3). 
Alternatives 4 and 5 were designed to address the comments from the Nordic ski community. Alternatives 4 and 5 change 
the location of the proposed Twilight Parking Lot to between the Elk Meadows trailhead and existing Nordic ski trails, 
as recommended by this alternative. As a result of changing locations, Alternative 4 does not impact any of the existing 
Nordic ski trails and Alternative 5 only impacts iles of the East Access trail. The impacted trails in Alternative 5 would be 
relocated and the recreational experience would be duplicated. For all action alternatives, the impacts to the existing 
Nordic ski trails were addressed through the Nordic ski trail connected action (see response to Comment #1-1). Lastly, 
the impacts of rock spray (FEIS, Section 3.1), scenic quality (FEIS, Section 3.11), Nordic ski operations (FEIS, Section 3.1), 
and aquatic resources including Riparian Reserves (FEIS, Sections 3.4 and 3.5) are fully analyzed and disclosed in the FEIS, 
Chapter 3. For more information, see response to Comment #15-1.

4-2 Connector Trails: Add connector trails (A-D) up to the MHM permit boundary to some day connect to the 
Forest Service (FS) 645 trail to the NE that parallels Clark Creek. There is no hurry to construct them now, but 
during this planning phase, you may as well analyze the effects and add them into the mix in the event that 
connector trails from the FS side of the permit boundary could be added at a later time with a CE.

Adding connector trails is outside the scope of this project. FEIS, Section 1.3 defines the Purpose and Need for Action 
for this project as: “The primary purpose of this project is to serve the design capacity for parking, including area for 
snow storage, and maintenance facilities that was conceptually approved while minimizing environmental impacts from 
parking lot construction and maintenance, as was outlined in the Master Plan in 1997.”

4-3 FSR 3545 Crossing: Address the safety and user experience of having to cross FSR 3545 long term. I know 
that this is not the purpose of the analysis, but it certainly is a connected action. Especially since the road 
has been used at times as a parking lot. A bridge or tunnel, for example, would be appropriate to at least 
discuss in the EIS since one of the Desired Future Conditions identified in the DEIS is to provide for high 
quality winter recreation activities (DEIS 1-11). Having to take your skies off and cross an icy, graveled 2 lane 
road with XC ski boots on is not a quality experience. Other Nordic centers have tunnels and bridges for 
crossing roads.

First, the project does include several connected actions. Actions are connected if they: (i) automatically trigger other 
actions which may require environmental impact statements; (ii) cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are 
taken previously or simultaneously; or (iii) are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for 
their justification. For this project, the connected action is the impact to Nordic ski trails for the action alternatives were 
the proposed parking lot overlaps with the existing trails. The connected action addresses replacing this trails, rather than 
upgrading the Nordic ski trail system given the Purpose and Need for Action. Second, the FEIS does include the Desired 
Future Condition to provide “high quality winter recreation activities” by providing additional parking capacity. See 
response to Comment 4-2 for more information. 

4-4 Undulating Terrain: Add more undulating terrain to the “Preferred Alternative #6” in the area within the 
triangle created by the Hanel Loop, Raven Way and Stump Lane trails, similar to the Little Loop trail that 
will be covered by the parking lot. This would be an appropriate concession to the atrocity that the parking 
lot will create. Adding undulating trails to this area will add more intermediate and beginner trails to the 
system.

In the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6), the proposed Twilight Parking Lot would remove approximately a half mile (or 
2,746 feet) of Nordic ski trails from the Hanel and Little Loops. The trails constructed as a connected action are the same 
as Alternative 3 as shown in Figure 2-2. This includes approximately 0.7 mile (or 3,432 feet) miles of new Nordic ski trails, 
resulting in a net increase of 0.1 mile (or 686 feet). While the location of trails would be moved from their current location, 
the Nordic skier experience of traversing over undulating terrain would remain the same. The easiest trail would decrease 
from 25 to 19 percent and the intermediate trails would increase from 70 to 76 percent of the impacted trails. The impacts 
to the Nordic ski operations are fully analyzed and disclosed in the FEIS, Section 3.1.

4-5 Trail Repair: Reserve logs from the parking lot construction specifically for trail maintenance needs. For 
example, I have noted several times the need to get a small section of the West Access Trail (the one from 
HRM ticket office to the meadow) up out of the water. When this trail is interrupted by water flow, it reduces 
the amount of kilometers available to ski on, and blocks the option to get from one side of the nordic area 
to the other with out having to cross 3545. I did not see that this was addressed in this DEIS, nor in the 2013 
Trail Maintenance CE

See response to Comments #4-2 and #4-3.



Appendix B — B-7

Appendix B - Response to Comments

Comment 
Number

Comment Response

4-6 From the alternative description, I am uncertain if the “Nordic Guests Services Building” will be in the 
western corner of the lot and what the green oval thing with yellow and black tails is. Is that a beginners 
circle for classes? A race staging area? Is that a good location to have it, if that is what it is, in between the 
lodge and the parking lot, which we know from experience, will have rock spew issues? Maybe behind 
the lodge, away from the parking lot would be a better location. Also, it is is unclear from the map and the 
description, if the utilities line will continue to be groomed and available to nordic skiers to access the west 
side of the trail system with out having to take skies off and cross FSR 3555, the access road to HRM (2-5).

The Nordic Guest Services Building is labeled on FEIS, Figure 1-3 which is a map of the preferring location of the parking 
lot including the connected actions. The services to be included are: bathrooms, lockers, food and beverage services, 
guest seating, Nordic equipment rental, and a covered bus stop. The green circle is the bus shop, indicating the turning 
radius needed for the buses. The blue shaded areas are the new Nordic ski trails. The larger blue area immediately above 
the Nordic ski center could be used as a beginners circle for classes or race staging area. Nordic ski operations, including 
skier experience, are fully analyzed and disclosed in FEIS, Section 3.1.

4-7 Also, it is is unclear from the map and the description, if the utilities line will continue to be groomed and 
available to nordic skiers to access the west side of the trail system with out having to take skies off and 
cross FSR 3555, the access road to HRM (2-5).

Yes, the existing utility lines will continued to be groomed and available to Nordic skiers; however, the existing utility lines 
do not cross Forest Service Road 3555. Nordic ski operations, including skier experience, are fully analyzed and disclosed 
in FEIS, Section 3.1.

4-8 The Draft EIS notes that the “Nordic Guest Services Building” will provide equipment rentals. Will it still 
provide Nordic ski lessons and host Nordic ski races (chapter 2-page 5)? If lessons and races will no longer 
be provided for Nordic skiers, the EIS should address these connected actions affected by the change in 
use of the new building and how that might affect other Nordic centers on Mt. Hood. Will there be more 
employees to satisfy the variety of needs and demands of the additional types of customers using the 
facility? 

This project does not change any of the existing services provided by the Mt. Hood Meadows Ski Resort. Implementation 
of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) as well as the services provided are addressed through implementation of the 
Special Use Permit and Annual Operating Plan.

4-9 The suggestion to provide a Dog friendly loop or out-and-back trail was not addressed. Developing additional Nordic ski trails or changing the uses on the trails is outside the scope of this project based on the 
Purpose and Need for Action for this project. See response to Comment 4-2 for more information.

4-10 The proposal does not say how Alpine skiers will be kept out of the Nordic system in the event that some 
will try to ski or snow board all the way to the Twilight parking lot from the downhill area. They will try; the 
terrain would be quite tempting.

See response to Comment #4-8. 

4-11 Chapter 2-27 : R-3. Shuttle services should not be provided from Mt. Hood Meadows Access Road (FSR 3555) 
Tea Cup and Bennet Pass Sno-Parks to Mt Hood Meadows Ski Resort. Replace should with will.

PDC R-3 reads: “Shuttle services shall not be provided from Mt. Hood Meadows Access Road (FSR 3555) Tea Cup and 
Bennet Pass Sno-Parks to Mt Hood Meadows Ski Resort” in the draft Record of Decision for this project.

4-12 Chapter 2-33 The Vegetation Management Plan should encourage annual offseason Nordic trail 
maintenance such as flush cutting fast growing Lodgepole pine with in the clearing limits while the saplings 
are small.

See response to Comments #4-2 and #4-3.

4-13 Mass Transit/Transportation Demand Management Program (Cha 2-46, 3-44): Although I am quite 
impressed by the number and variety of things Meadows is doing or will do to address the parking 
problem, “Continue to actively promote the use of Highway 35 as an alternative to Highway 26.” misses the 
mark! The point is to reduce traffic, not redirect it! My 8/6/11 comments to follow up on possible park-and 
ride locations in Hood River, especially for peak days still stand. “...Wal-Mart, the Hood River Inn, the Port of 
Hood River, and the Hood River Chamber of Commerce to see if there was a possibility of park-and-ride/
shuttle parking from Hood River, near I-84 exits on peak weekends and the winter holiday.” This idea should 
be add to the list. If this is the same as an “express shuttle” from Hood River (3-44), then it needs to be 
advertised better.

The Mass Transit Alternative including shuttle buses from local businesses (such as Wal-Mart, Hood River Inn, Port of Hood 
River and Hood River Chamber of Commerce) was considered and eliminated from detailed study as described in FEIS, 
Section 2.6.4. Also, the transportation demand management program is described in greater detail in FEIS, Section 3.2.5.

4-14 Chapter 3-14 Affected Environment reasonably describes the gravel issues on trails and the access issues 
to get to the other side of the trail system. However, it is a bit misleading to say: “Nordic skiers and Resort 
Instructor would have the ability to ski from the Nordic Center to the Hood River Meadows Trail (easiest) and 
the Sahalie Falls Road (easiest) using all terrain suitable for new skiers.” and not mention that they have to 
take their skis off and cross an icy traffic filled road to get to these easiest trails.

Currently, novice skiers using the Sahalie Falls and Hood River Meadows trails must take off their skis and walk across the 
access road to obtain access.  The impacts of skier experience including the removal skis are fully analyzed in FEIS, Section 
3.1

4-15 Chapter 3-page 25, 26 Cumulative Effects: The closure of Clark Creek Snow Park did limit Nordic Skiing 
opportunities on the east side of Hwy 35. The increase in parking at MHM would help to facilitate these 
activities. Meadows, or this EIS would need to identify a “free” pathway to access the existing Forest Service 
trails to replace the ski trail access that was lost with the closure of the Snow park. I have identified some 
opportunities to make connections to FS trails in the future on the enclosed map.

Cumulative effects are defined as impacts that result from the incremental impact of an action, when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative effects must be fully analyzed and disclosed in the FEIS, as done in Section 3.1 and summarized in Table 3-13. 
The impacts described resulted from a past project (Highway 35 Betterment Projects) and this project would have an 
incremental benefit to Nordic skiers by providing additional parking for Nordic events. Also, developing additional Nordic 
ski trails and connections is outside the scope of this project based on the Purpose and Need for Action for this project. 
See response to Comments #4-2 and #4-3 for more information.

4-16 Sahalie Falls bridge stabilization could result in the temporary closure of portions of the Sahalie Falls road to 
Nordic skiing. After the bridge is stabilized, will Meadows resume grooming past the bridge? If so, this will 
increase ski trails in the easy category.

The existing operations provided by MHM, including grooming, are outside the scope of this project. The FEIS has no 
effect on the grooming of Sahalie Falls Road. Grooming as well as the services provided by Mt. Hood Ski Resort are 
addressed through implementation of the Special Use Permit and Annual Operating Plan.
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4-17 Meadows Creek Highway 35 and Teacup Roads culverts would have no know cumulative effects as the 
installation work would not correspond with Nordic skiing opportunities.” I am not sure which culverts these 
are. I do know that I have crossed under Highway 35 via bridge, culvert or arch to have access between 
the Teacup and Meadows ski areas via the FS Meadow Trail and the FS 645 trail. There are some wonderful 
opportunities to enhance the connections in the future, possibly host marathon Nordic races and truly 
provide a high quality Nordic experience! Furthermore, the possibility of this connected action could help 
disperse and equalize the parking issue with out creating a safety hazard of crossing Highway 35.

See response to Comments #4-2 and #4-3.

4-18 Chapter 3-page 27 Summary of Effects by Alternative: Alternatives 2 and 3 would have the greatest adverse 
effects on the existing Nordic trail system (including difficulty ratings). Alternatives 4 and 5, however, 
would only slightly modify the existing trails; thus, any changes to the [skier experience and] difficulty 
ratings would be negligible. However, the aesthetics of skiing closer to more paved and plowed areas and 
the increased probability of skiing on more gravel covered snow make the ski experience much worse for 
the skier and the equipment. Seems to me that the Alpine experience on those days that the “parking lot 
runneth-over” would be more of a wait-in-lift-line experience.

Nordic ski operations, including skier experience, are fully analyzed and disclosed in FEIS, Section 3.1. Also, PDC R-7 
reads:  “In order to prevent road gravel from being deposited on the Nordic ski trails, measures should be taken such as 
minimize traction gravel, provide a buffer, or create snow berms” in the draft Record of Decision for this project.  For more 
information see response to Comments #4-2, #3-2 and #6-1.

4-19 Chapter 3-page 74: Map of the alternative 3 Maintenance Shop location is in the riparian reserve and very 
close to the wetland. Table 3-39 shows the distance to surface water. Interesting that this site/alternative 
was even considered and evaluated when my original proposed site was not. 

See response to Comment #4-1 regarding consolidating paved areas and impacts to Nordic ski trails, including Hanel, 
Little and Bear Grass ski trails. None the parking lot locations analyzed in detail overlap with existing wetlands. Several 
wetlands were identified within the proposed parking lot area. One of the wetlands would be removed through the 
construction of the proposed access road. If this alternative was analyzed in detail, the wetland would have be recreated 
in order to fully comply with Executive Order 11990 – Protection of Wetlands. All of the proposed parking lot locations 
impact Riparian Reserves, which is fully analyzed and disclosed in the FEIS, Sections 3.4 and 3.5. The impact is less than 
one acre and do not overlap with known debris flow depositional from Clark Creek Riparian Reserve. Field surveys by 
a fisheries biologist and hydrologist revealed that there was depositional activity in the proposed parking lot location. 
Additional details were added to explain why this alternative was eliminated from detailed study; see FEIS, Section 2.6.2 
Bear Grass Loop Parking Lot Alternatives.

4-20 Chapter 3-88: I think there is a typo in the header for Table 3-49 for Alt. 6. There are 3.8 acres of disturbance 
in Riparian Reserves in Alt. 6 (not Alt. 4).

This error has been fixed in FEIS, Table 3-49.

4-21 Chapter 3-214 Vegetation Management-Effects Analysis: This would be a good place to add information 
about utilizing some of the cut trees for trail repair.

See response to Comments #4-2 and #4-3.

4-22 Chapter 3-227 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources: I think it would be appropriate to add 
the Nordic Guest Services building to the list of items that represent an essentially permanent commitment 
of the land. 

The irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources includes all new paved area included in the proposal (see FEIS, 
Tables 2-4 and 3-78 for specifics). This includes the Nordic guest service building since it is co-located with the Twilight 
Parking Lot. The language in the FEIS has been updated to read: “Constructing the parking lot and maintenance shop, 
including all the connected actions, would represent a permanent commitment of the area to an impervious paved 
surface, removing forested lands within the permit area. The connected actions include Twilight Parking Lot with the new 
Nordic guest services building, Sunrise Maintenance Building, Twilight Equipment Maintenance Yard, access roads and 
turn lanes.”

5-1 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Monitoring: TDM monitoring will allow the Forest Service 
to monitor the effectiveness of the MHM TDM Program. In addition, both the Master Plan and the Project 
Design Criteria (PDC) for this project require effectiveness monitoring. While the DEIS does not quantify the 
effectiveness of the MHM TDM Program measures listed on pages 3-44 and Table 3-25 (Section 3.2.5), ODOT 
recommends that future monitoring reports quantify TDM effectiveness at key intersections where the 
impact of additional traffic is anticipated.

FEIS, Table 3-25 (Section 3.2.5 Oregon Department of Transportation Mitigation Strategy) summarizes that Transportation 
Demand Management Program. The program includes a strategy to increase employee shuttle bus routes and pick-up 
times in order to “increase employee ridership to over 12,000 per season and reduce peak hour trips by 150 vehicles.” 
MHM prepares annual traffic monitoring reports that document its trip impacts. Accordingly, these monitoring reports 
would be used to monitor the effectiveness of the proposed TDM program, and to allow MHM to make adjustments to 
the strategies toward achieving the above transportation objectives.

5-2 Transit Service: The Master Plan requires MHM to utilize carpooling and alternative modes of transportation 
as means to minimize the need for parking. The Forest Service DEIS states that Mt. Hood Meadows will 
pursue increasing the role of transit to the ski area with the goal of increasing the current number of buses 
per day providing skier services to the mountain from 20 to 90 by 2015. ODOT recommends that future 
monitoring reports quantify transit ridership and report changes in mode split from year to year.

A Mass Transit Alternative was an alternative considered, but eliminated from detailed study as part of this FEIS and as 
described in Section 2.7.4. As required by PDC T-2 (ROD), “In cooperation with ODOT, a traffic monitoring program would 
be maintained at MHM to be able to determine the effectiveness of traffic mitigation measures and the correlation of 
ski area usage to the total traffic volume.” When the monitoring program is developed, MHM can work with ODOT to 
determine how to quantify transit ridership.

5-3 Multimodal Plan Participation: Mt. Hood Meadows is participating in the Multimodal planning process. 
While the DEIS states that this is “outside the scope of site-specific NEPA” (Section 4.1.4, pg 4-6), ODOT 
recommends that this language be amended to reflect ongoing coordination and participation.

The FEIS has been updated to state: “Requiring a special use permittee to participate in an inter-agency process is outside 
the scope of site-specific NEPA. MHM has chosen to participate in the Multimodal Transportation planning to date, and 
may continue to do so in the future.” See FEIS, Table 4-1.
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5-4 . . .We encourage the Forest Service to include the recommended Fiber Optic Extension. In Table 4-1 the 
DEIS states that, “This recommendation is outside the geographic scope of this project (Mt. Hood Meadows 
Ski Resort permit area) as established in the Purpose and need for Action (Section 1.3)” (pg 4-6). However, 
traffic flow and safety are stated as goals in Purpose of and Need for Action (Section 1.3): “This need for 
expanded parking is also supported by the need to improve traffic flow and public and customer safety 
along the access routes (i.e., FSR 3545, OR 35 and Highway 26) to MHM as well as within the Main Parking 
Lot” (pg 1-5).

The stated need for expanded parking is addressed by removing the existing parking issues and use along the access 
roads and by constructing the left- and right-turn lanes from Highway 35. The geographic scope of the project includes 
the Mt. Hood Meadows Ski Resort permit area and access road to the permit area (see FEIS, Section 1.3). The proposed 
fiber option extension is from US 26 Timberline to the Twilight Parking Lot site approach on Highway 35; this is outside 
the scope of the project. Lastly, the Forest Service is working with Oregon Department of Transportation in the initial 
planning stages for a larger project with a similar Purpose and Need for Action and scope as this proposal. The project is 
for an intelligent transportation system (ITS) along Highway 26 from Sandy to the junction with Highway 216 and from 
the junction of Highways 26 and 35 to Parkdale. This proposal falls under the Purpose and Need for Action for this second 
project.

5-5 Furthermore, the traffic impacts of the new parking lot will not be limited to the immediate vicinity of 
the proposed lot. These off site impacts are acknowledged through the DEIS recommendation that MHM 
contribute 33 percent toward the cost of a future traffic signal at the OR 35/Button Junction intersection 
(pg 3-43). Therefore, ODOT believes it is reasonable to include fiber optic extension within the scope of this 
project.

See response to Comment #5-4.

5-6 The DEIS acknowledges that “ODOT mobility standards are not currently met, and would not be met in 
the future, at three unsignalized intersections in the Government Camp section” (pg 3-42). As part of the 
Mitigation Strategy the DEIS claims that the MHM TDM Program will “Reduce weekend peak hour trips 
through the Government Camp section of US 26 to pre-Twilight Parking Lot levels after the opening 
of the Twilight Parking Lot” (pg 3-45). The fiber option extension is critical for implementing the MHM 
TDM Program by: (1) Providing real-time data to implement the MHM TDM Program. Variable message 
signs strategically placed along US 26 and OR 35 will provide drivers up to date information relating to 
parking to capacity, travel time, and weather conditions, which will encourage use of alternative modes 
of transportation and reduce traffic congestion on US 26 and OR 35. (2) Providing real-time data to ODOT, 
Oregon State Policy, and the Hood River Sheriff’s office. These agencies will use this data to enhance 
communications, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), and traveler safety information (e.g. ODOT 
TripCheck). This will result in improved safety and peak hour congestion management along the US26-
OR35 highway corridor. (3) Facilitating the addition of cell towers on Mt. Hood. Additional cell towers will 
eliminate gaps in service for travelers and recreational users. Increased cell service will allow passengers to 
report accidents or hazardous conditions and allow drivers that have broken down to call for assistance, 
increasing safety and reducing the amount of time that travel is impeded.

See response to Comment #5-4.

5-7 This combination of technologies will discourage visitors from diving their private vehicle to MHM only to 
find the parking lot is full by providing information earlier in their trip. Therefore, drivers may be less inclines 
to park on the side of the road because won’t feel pressured to park in unsafe areas after completing a long 
journey. The fiber optic extension will decrease the amount of traffic on the highways, reduce congestion, 
and improve safety thereby reducing the potential impact of the proposed parking lot.

See response to Comment #5-4.

6-1 There is insufficient information here for a reader/decision maker to evaluate adequacy to serve guests. 
What is the design capacity for Nordic? For bus terminal? What is the industry standard in sure feet per 
PAOT? What is the Nordic user attendance? What is the trend?

Nordic user attendance and trends in the area are discussed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. During the past two ski seasons 
visitation to MHM Nordic trail system has nearly doubled. An annual visitation of 2,759 was recorded for the 2009-2010 
season. During the 2010-2011 season, 5,207 visits were recorded. As of February 2012, 3,634 visits had already occurred. 
Based on this trend, use of the Nordic trail at MHM ski area is expected to continue to grow. FEIS, Section 3.1 fully analyzes 
and discloses the impacts of this project on Nordic ski operations. See response to Comment #4-8 for more information.
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7-1 I had previously made the suggestion that the undersized ODOT gravel barn be relocated from the center of 
the recreational area, to a location on the East side of highway 35 further North but still within a few miles 
of the current location in the center of the recreation zone. ODOT employees have told me the current barn 
is not large enough for current needs, and, although convenient for them, that the gravel does not need to 
be in such a central location. If MHM does indeed build it’s new large parking lot, there will be a significant 
further demand on the gravel barn, and it would definitely need to be expanded, thus becoming a further 
eyesore and pushing up against the access road and the twilight “improvements”. Alternatively, the current 
gravel barn footprint could instead be used as the core of a new nordic center. This new Nordic center could 
include a smaller, more appropriate sized, parking lot and maintenance shed. As it sits now the gravel barn 
is about 3 acres and could fairly easily be expanded to 5. This option would be the less disruptive to the 
environment than clearing existing forestland and would still allow MHM to have some increased parking 
(approximately the 400 cars that they claim are a safety hazard on the access roads (a practice that they are 
inexplicably unable to halt.) 

This alternative was considered and has been added as an alternative considered, but eliminated from detailed study in 
the FEIS (see FEIS, Section 2.6.5). The special use permit includes the operations and maintenance associated with a sand 
shed and two maintenance buildings to be used for winter sanding by Oregon Department on Transportation (ODOT) on 
approximately 3 acres. ODOT has made no indications to the Forest Service that this site is no longer needed for winter 
operations. Also, ODOT has not indicated that the maintenance yard is undersized or would require expanding if this 
project is implemented. ODOT has been actively involved in all stages of planning for this project (see FEIS, Section 4.1.4). 
Use of this site as either a parking lot or Nordic ski center is outside the scope of this project as discussed in FEIS Section 
2.6.5.Two other special uses permit overlap with the ODOT maintenance yard. First, the Oregon Nordic Club has a special 
use permit administered by the Teacup Chapter for a storage shed located in the maintenance yard. Also, the MHM 
Permit Area overlaps with part of the maintenance yard. In order to implement this alternative, the use at this site by 
ODOT and the Oregon Nordic Club special use permit would need to be terminated. Also, the MHM permit area boundary 
would have to be expanded to include the entire ODOT maintenance yard as well as the surrounding area needed for 
proper storm water management and snow removal associated with parking lots in order to implement this alternative. 
Terminating special use permits does not meet the purpose and need for this project; and, relocating these uses to other 
areas of the Forest and/or expanding the MHM permit area to accommodate the parking lot is outside the geographic 
scope of the project (see FEIS, Section 1.3). 

7-2 This location also not only preserves existing nordic trails, it is perfectly situated for a few new connector 
trails to the old Clark Creek Snow Park, and possible connector trails uniting the MHM Nordic Area with 
the Teacup Nordic Area. This unified nordic area could connect through a skiable underpass under the 
new Clark Creek Bridge. ODOT has already said this underpass is sufficiently overbuilt to allow a passage 
underneath with minimal modifications (mainly moving a few boulders). I as well as others have scouted 
this underpass out this last winter and it would in fact be incredibly easy to accomplish. 

See response to Comments #7-1, #4-2 and #4-3.

7-3 My proposal still seems the second best alternative while giving MHM part of what they want. It would also 
benefit the growing nordic community, and have the least environmental cost to the mountain. The best 
alternative, environmentally speaking, is to do nothing. 

Chapter 3 of the FEIS fully analyzes Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative, described in FEIS, Section 2.2.2. This Alternative 
represents the current conditions. In this alternative, none of the proposed parking improvements or connected actions 
associated with the Mt. Hood Meadows Parking Improvements Project would be constructed. See response to Comment 
#7-1 for more information.

7-4 I know MHM has been working on this development for years, but I think the initial impetus behind their 
proposal should be re-evaluated. Alpine skiing season ticket sales are actually diminishing. Though MHM 
would like to say it was because of a 5% ticket price increase last year. Those of us who know better know 
it is because of the diminished quality of the experience on the busiest best days, i.e., on the weekends 
and holidays when there happens to be fresh snow. These are the few days a year that MHM wants to 
accommodate, by adding new parking. This will only compound the waits in the lift lines (fresh snow often 
means fewer lifts open), dangerous crowding on the slopes and an over-packed lodge. Of course when 
frustrated skiers are packed into the lodge, they spend more money on food and drink. Is this the real 
reason they want to pave our forests? 

The need for additional parking was identified in the ROD for the Master Plan (page 10). The need for new maintenance 
facilities also was identified in the ROD for the Master Plan (page 9). Therefore, the primary purposes of this project is to 
serve the design capacity for parking, including area for snow storage, and maintenance facilities that was conceptually 
approved while minimizing environmental impacts from parking lot construction and maintenance, as was outlined in 
the Master Plan in 1997. This planning process analyzed six alternatives to address this Purpose and Need for Action. This 
range of alternatives includes the No Action Alternative as well as action alternatives that include parking lots that vary 
in size from 4.9 to 7.2 acres. FEIS, Section 1.2 provides background for the project; FEIS, Section 1.3 provides the Purpose 
and Need for Action; and FEIS, Section 2.1 provides information regarding alternative development. 

7-5 When part of MHM justification was “safety concerns on the access roads” one needs to evaluate the 
safety of more cars and thus more skiers crowded together, and, though they deny it, the increased rate of 
accidents on the slopes. 

The design winter capacity established in the Master Plan for lifts, groomed trails, and skier services is 13,900 PAOT 
(Master Plan, page 9). The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) estimates parking capacity at 8,773, which is 3,727 less 
than authorized by the Master Plan. On peak days that correspond with major snow events, if MHM is unable to open all 
of its terrain due to avalanche hazards, then uphill lift capacity will limit the number of skiers on the slope at one time. 
FEIS, Section 3.1 fully analyzes and discloses the impacts associated with the number of skiiers (person at one time).

7-6 At the very least, if MHM is to be allowed to move ahead with the “FS favored alternative 6”, I implore the 
FS to compel MHM to be bound by a firm legal commitment for minimum of $500,000 for a nordic lodge 
and an additional $200,000 committed to the study and development of newly purposed trails connecting 
MHM to Teacup. These trails mostly exist already as hiking trails visible on old FS maps, but have fallen 
into disrepair. We do not want to leave future nordic improvements mentioned in the MHM proposal, or 
Alternative 6, to trust. There should be a legal commitment to these funds and there should be a time limit 
of 3 years to the finished construction of the nordic building. 

Adding a Nordic lodge and connecting trails is outside the scope of this project. See response to Comment #4-2. Two 
additional implementation PDCs have been added to the FEIS (Section 2.3). PDC C-10 states: “The construction of the 
replacement Nordic ski trails would be completed the same year that the original trails are removed in order to allow for 
continuous use of the trails during the winter season.” And PDC C-11 states: “The new Nordic guest building would be 
completed within three years of project construction beginning.”
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7-7 Also, if this alternative 6 parking lot is built, it should not be locked behind a closed gate during the off 
season. This is public land, and there are traditional hiking trails such as the access to Elk Meadows and the 
public should not have to park on the access roads and walk past the closed gate and over the parking lot 
to access the trailheads. 

The parking lot would be gated as described in FEIS, Section 2.3 Project Design Criteria in PDC W-4: “The parking lot 
access road constructed under this planning process should be gated to reduce harassment to deer and elk during 
calving and rearing from April 30th to July 30th each year. If the ski season extends beyond April 30th, the restriction 
would begin as soon as the ski season ends. Also the restriction would be in place when there is less than 2-feet of snow 
adjacent to the Nordic ski trails in the non-compacted areas after April 30th.” This PDC was put into place to protect the 
deer and elk summer range as required by the Mt. Hood Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). The timing 
restrictions coincide with similar closures on the Hood River Ranger District. The gates would be opened and the parking 
lot available for public use after July 30th each year. 

8-1 Our primary concern is with the Forest Service’s decision to expand the size and footprint of the parking 
facilities beyond those set forth in the Master Plan for Mt. Hood Meadows. The Master Plan was subject to 
a rigorous and in depth public process that focused heavily on the issue of transportation for Mt. Hood. 
After that lengthy process, the Forest Service decided that the desired future conditions would include 
the objective to: Limit the amount of parking authorized as a means to promote alternative transportation 
models, to minimize land area committed to development and to respond to public and agency concerns 
about increased traffic congestion on US 26. Master Plan at 9. With this objective in mind, the Forest Service 
limited the total size of the additional parking facilities to 8 acres and stated explicitly that “[s]storm water 
management and snow storage are included in, rather than in addition to, this total.” Id.

The Mt. Hood Meadows Master Plan (1997) defines the desired future condition for an expanded permit area; provides 
general direction for future development at MHM; and establishes winter sports design capacity and summer use 
maximum capacities. The approval for future development does not authorize specific facilities or uses, define the 
exact location of facilities, nor stipulate a timeline for development. Rather, it conceptually approves the number and 
approximate locations of lifts, additional ski terrain, base area expansions, other winter facilities and uses, access and 
service roads, and summer uses. Implementation, including this project, requires additional site-specific environmental 
analysis pursuant to requirements in the NEPA. The site-specific environmental analysis may supersede the management 
direction provided in the Master Plan. Alternative 4 is consistent with the Master Plan while all other action alternatives 
(Alternatives 2, 3, 5 and 6) are inconsistent with the Master Plan for the parking lot development. The consistency with 
the Master Plan is discussed for each alternative and fully disclosed in FEIS, Section 2.2.

8-2 The Draft EIS fails to address how the Preferred Alternative accomplishes the objective of “minimize[ing] 
the land area committed to development . . .” Master Plan at 9. It appears, in fact, that the opposite is true 
– namely that the Forest Service has allowed an increase in the amount of land that was approved for 
development as compared to the Master Plan.

The Master Plan authorized 4,600 vehicles with 30.5 acres of parking, resulting in 12,500 people-at-one-time (PAOT). Over 
time, the size of vehicles has increased and the number of people travelling in the vehicles has decreased. As a result, 
even the largest parking lot alternative (Alternative 3), does not meet the number of vehicles or PAOT authorized in the 
Master Plan. Alternative 3 would result in 3,545 vehicles with 29 acres of paved parking lots, resulting in 8,860 PAOT. As 
such, all action alternatives are meeting the desired future condition for transportation. The desired future condition 
states: “Limit the amount of parking authorized as a means to promote alternative transportation modes, to minimize the 
land area committed to development, and to respond to public and agency concerns about increased traffic congestion 
on US 26” (Master Plan ROD, page 9). Also, the increase in parking for Alternative 6 (Preferred Alternative) represents 
0.12% of the overall permit area which also demonstrate how the desired future condition will be met. This information 
has been added to FEIS, Section 2.2 for all action alternatives and to FEIS, Section 2.5.

8-3 As the DEIS states, parking facilities are generally adequate except for peak days, and therefore a parking 
lot that is consistent with the specifications in the Maser Plan may very well alleviate much if not all of the 
current overflow parking that ends up on the access roads.

The demand on peak days under the existing conditions and in each of the action alternatives was fully analyzed in the 
FEIS, Section 3.1. Alternative 4 is consistent with the Master Plan, and therefore, provides the analysis requested. For more 
information, see response to Comment #3-1.

8-4 The FEIS should include a more explicit discussion of how many cars are being forced onto those access 
roads in order to allow for a reasoned comparison of alternatives. The DEIS states that the “number of 
reported vehicles during the 2011-2012 ski season was 2,639 vehicles parked at one time or approximately 
121 vehicles per acre.” DEIS at 3-8. This figure appears to be the maximum number of vehicles that can be 
parked in the existing lots. But this does not answer the question of how many total vehicles parked or 
attempted to park at Mt. Hood Meadows on peak days, i.e. how many cars were forced to use the access 
roads for parking. The Forest Service needs to provide this information to allow for a reasoned analysis of 
whether a parking lot that is 8-acres in size could serve the actual demand – now and the in future – as 
opposed to using only the design capacity – People at One Time (PAOT)– as a yardstick.

The FEIS, Section 1.2 has been updated to provide the additional information requested. In the event that the parking 
areas reach maximum capacity, users are turned away. On the peak use days, the parking lots are totally full generally 
between 9:30 and 11:00. Antidotal evidence shows that approximately 250 cars are turned away on these peak days.  
These visitors have continued to attempt to find additional parking in other less desirable and potentially dangerous 
locations, such as alongside Highway 35 or FSR 3545. This information was used as part of the analysis in FEIS, Chapter 3.

8-5 . . . We ask that the Forest Service include in the FEIS explicit information on the total number of cars parked 
at Mt. Hood Meadows on weekend days and holidays during recent ski seasons. Ideally, that information 
would be included in a spreadsheet that lays out total cars parked for each weekend and holiday during the 
ski season, including an estimation, if available, of the total number of cars parked on the access roads. That 
information can then be compared to the additional parking capacity in each of the alternatives to allow for 
an informed decision.

FEIS, Section 3.1 includes information regarding parking capacity and recreation demand; and, FEIS, Section 3.2 
includes traffic count information for the permit area. A comparison of parking capacity is included in FEIS, Section 2.5, 
Comparison of Alternatives. For more information regarding the demand and parking capacity, see response to Comment 
#8-4.
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8-6 . . . We also ask that the Forest Service include a more thorough discussion of the cumulative effects 
associated with increasing parking capacity for recreational activities at Mt. Hood. We are particularly 
concerned about 800-car parking lot set forth in the Timberline Lodge Master Plan, which was accepted 
by the Forest Service. Before approving a new parking lot at Mt. Hood Meadows, the Forest Service should 
consider in one document the potential impacts to transportation from the combined effects of the two 
new parking facilities that have been put on the table by the two main ski areas on Mt. Hood.

All projects that overlap in time and space were analyzed for all recreation resources as part of the cumulative effects 
analysis. The spatial area considered was the MHM Permit Area and surrounding Sno-parks/Nordic ski trails. The rationale 
for this boundary is the interconnected access to winter recreational resources. The cumulative effects for recreation 
resources within these parameters are fully analyzed and disclosed in the FEIS, Table 3-13. Further, the Timberline Lodge 
parking lot is in the “plan-to-project” phase where the Forest Service and permittee developed a proposed action. As of 
September 2013, this project does not have a proposed action. Without a proposed action, the direct and indirect effects 
cannot be considered in this cumulative effects analysis since there is no way to determine whether or not the effects 
overlap in time and space. Also, given the stage of this project, it may or may not be carried forward to formal NEPA 
planning.

8-7 The DEIS discusses the very slight potential for the maintenance facility, which would be built on the 
north side of the lot, to result in measurable additions of sediment to Mitchell Creek, which is on the south 
side of the parking lot. This speculative and uncertain impact, which in any event would be very small in 
comparison to the recent improvements in sedimentation rates resulting from the paving of the lot, does 
not warrant the Forest Service rejecting the proposed alternative.

FEIS, Section 3.4 states: “. . . the potential for increased sedimentation into Mitchell Creek has nothing to do with 
construction activities and the proposed location of the Sunrise Vehicle Maintenance Shop. The shop would be located 
across the parking lot from Mitchell Creek and erosion control during and after construction as outlined in the PDC would 
eliminate the possibility that sediment would enter Mitchell Creek as a result of the maintenance shop construction.” 
The concerns associated with the proposed maintenance shop location in Alternative 2 are related to snow removal. 
FEIS, Section 3.4 continues on to state: “Once the maintenance shop is built, however, it is anticipated that snow removal 
strategies currently used would change so that snow is not blown or stored along the northern edge of the parking lot 
where the new Sunrise Vehicle Maintenance Shop would be located. This would result in more snow, and any associated 
gravel and/or soil, being blown or pushed and stored along other edges of the parking lot, including the southern edge 
that borders Mitchell Creek. The maintenance shop would also increase the overall amount of snow that would need to 
be treated in the Sunrise lot since it would increase the overall footprint by 1.8 acres or approximately 25 percent.” The 
impacts of the Sunrise Maintenance Shop locations to water quality, including the impacts associated with the recent 
paving, are fully analyzed and disclosed in FEIS, Section 3.4.

8-8 Both FOMH and MHM agreed to the proposed alternative [Alternative 2] because of the more limited 
disturbance to upland areas, a reduction in the number of trees to be removed, and a reduced concern 
about impacts to visual quality objectives. We do not believe that the DEIS provides an adequate discussion 
of these benefit that would flow from the proposed alternative [Alternative 2] as compared to Alternative 4.

FEIS, Section 2.5 discloses the overall acres of disturbance associated with each proposed location for the Sunrise 
Maintenance Shop. Overall, the Sunrise Maintenance Shop in Alternative 2 would result in 1.8 acres of disturbance, 
compared to 2.5 acres in Alternatives 4, 5 and 6. The impacts to vegetation resources associated with these acres of 
disturbance are fully analyzed and disclosed in FEIS, Section 3.12. The visual quality impacts associated with Sunrise 
Maintenance Shop are the same for all action alternatives, regardless of the location (see FEIS, Section 3.11).

8-9  . . . We ask that the Forest Service acknowledge in the FEIS that Mt. Hood Meadows and FOMH had, through 
a collaborative process, agreed on the design of the Sunrise facility as set forth in Alternative 2. The decision 
maker should know that the permittee has worked with the local community in a collaborative manner to 
find an agreed design before choosing an alternative that differs from that design. The FEIS and ROD should 
also clearly articulate why or why not the Forest Service is selecting an alternative that is different from one 
that resulted form this collaborative process. 

Public involvement has occurred throughout the NEPA process, including scoping, field trips, notice and comment 
periods, government-to-government consultation and coordination, and informal conversations with members of the 
public and permittee. All alternatives were considered during the development of the public include one put forward by 
Mt. Hood Meadows, Friends of Mt. Hood, Oregon Department of Transportation and individuals. The rationale for why 
alternatives were selected or not selected are discussed in the draft Record of Decision.

8-10 We also ask that the Forest Service include in the FEIS some discussion of the potential benefit that could 
result from the relocation of the maintenance facility, which would result from Mt. Hood Meadows’ plan to 
remediate the existing contamination that remains in place under the maintenance facility. MHM has stated 
unequivocally that it plans to excavate the remaining contaminated soil when repurposing the existing 
maintenance facility. This would be a benefit to the environment that would result from the relocation of 
maintenance activities to the Sunrise Lot – either as a connected action or as an indirect and/or cumulative 
affect. The Forest Service should discuss this issue in the FEIS, drawing from the DEQ file information on the 
prior spill event and clean-up.

See response to Comment #3-8. Also, the benefits of moving the maintenance shop are discussed in the FEIS, Section 
3.4 as well as throughout FEIS, Chapter 3. As discussed in FEIS, Section 2.2, the existing shop would initially be used 
for storage. The existing generators and electrical distribution would remain within the existing shop. Removing 
the existing fuel tanks is not part of this project since the existing maitenance building is remaining in place. The 
existing maintenance building may be re-purposed for skier service in the future; however, this would potentially 
require additional site-specific NEPA depending on the proposed actions. Removal of the existing fuel tanks and the 
contaminated soil will occur when the existing facility is repurposed. At this time, there is no proposed action so it would 
not be considered a reasonably foreseeable action, and thus, was not analyzed in cumulative effects. Mt. Hood Meadows 
has committed to ensure existing tanks and equipment continue to comply with underground storage tank regulations 
until removal or replacement. 

10-1 We are concerned that Mt Hood Meadows and the FS have jumped to conclusions in deciding to build a 
parking lot where a beautiful mature forest existing today in order to meet peak demand for parking that 
exists just a few days per year. This expansion of the parking facilities may not be consistent with the Master 
Plan and may trigger the need to amend the Master Plan.

See response to Comments #3-1 and #8-1.
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10-2 We urge the FS to explore alternatives, such as improved mass transportation of recreation users from 
Portland to the mountain, in order to meet the peak demand for at Mt Hood Meadows. Why should the 
forest suffer 365 days per year, in order to meet just a few days of peak demand?

Based on this management direction, MHM is required to continue using and growing alternate forms of transportation 
in order to reach the PAOT authorized in the Master Plan. For the 2012-2013 ski season, MHM continued its transportation 
incentive program to curb peak day parking issues. The program included: subsidized bus and lift packages, rescheduling 
competition and race events, employee transportation, carpooling, information sharing, peak day pricing, third party 
transportation services, and après skiing. The Mass Transit Alternative provides a full description of these services. This 
alternative was considered, but eliminated from detailed study as described in FEIS, Section 2.6.4. Also, see response to 
Comment #4-13 for more information.

10-3 The FS should also consider implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan, 
such as reduced lift ticket prices during off-peak times or increased parking fees during peak times to 
provide incentives for customers to use the ski area during non-peak days and times and/or to use other 
transportation options.

See response to Comment #10-2.

10-4 There are alternative ways to address the safety issues as well, such as prohibiting parking on the shoulder 
of the road.

See response to Comment #7-4.

11-1 The undersized ODOT gravel barn could and should be relocated from the center of the recreational area, 
to a location on the East side of highway 35 further North but still within a few miles of the current location 
in the center of the recreation zone. If MHM does build it’s new large parking lot, there will be a significant 
further demand on the gravel barn, and it would definitely need to be expanded, thus becoming a further 
eyesore and pushing up against the access road and the twilight “improvements”.
Alternatively, the current gravel barn footprint could instead be used as the core of a new nordic center. This 
new Nordic center could include a smaller, more appropriate sized, parking lot and maintenance shed. As 
it sits now the gravel barn is about 3 acres and could fairly easily be expanded to 5. This option would be 
the less disruptive to the environment than clearing existing forestland and would still allow MHM to have 
some increased parking (approximately the 400 cars that they claim are a safety hazard on the access roads 
(a practice that they are inexplicably unable to halt.)

See response to Comment #7-1.

11-2 This location also not only preserves existing nordic trails, it is perfectly situated for a few new connector 
trails to the old Clark Creek Snow Park, and possible connector trails uniting the MHM Nordic Area with 
the Teacup Nordic Area. This unified nordic area could connect through a skiable underpass under the 
new Clark Creek Bridge. ODOT has already said this underpass is sufficiently overbuilt to allow a passage 
underneath with minimal modifications (mainly moving a few boulders). I as well as others have scouted 
this underpass out this last winter and it would in fact be incredibly easy to accomplish.

See response to Comment #7-2.

11-3 My proposal still seems the second best alternative while giving MHM part of what they want. It would also 
benefit the growing nordic community, and have the least environmental cost to the mountain. The best 
alternative, environmentally speaking, is to do nothing. 

See response to Comment #7-3

11-4 At the very least, if MHM is to be allowed to move ahead with the “FS favored alternative 6”, I implore the 
FS to compel MHM to be bound by a firm legal commitment for minimum of $500,000 for a nordic lodge 
and an additional $200,000 committed to the study and development of newly purposed trails connecting 
MHM to Teacup. These trails mostly exist already as hiking trails visible on old FS maps, but have fallen 
into disrepair. We do not want to leave future nordic improvements mentioned in the MHM proposal, or 
Alternative 6, to trust. There should be a legal commitment to these funds and there should be a time limit 
of 3 years to the finished construction of the nordic building. 

See response to Comment #7-6.

11-5 Also, if this alternative 6 parking lot is built, it should not be locked behind a closed gate during the off 
season. This is public land, and there are traditional hiking trails such as the access to Elk Meadows and the 
public should not have to park on the access roads and walk past the closed gate and over the parking lot 
to access the trailheads. 

See response to Comment #7-7.

12-1 I carpool whenever possible for BOTH types of skiing and would like to see more emphasis put on 
carpooling rather than parking lot expansion.

See response to Comment #4-13.
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13-1 The field trip made clear to me that the [Forest] Service considers the construction of a parking lot to 
be necessitated by safety concerns, and I got the definite sense that it did not view “Alternative 1” (no 
construction) as a genuine option. With 2012-2013 ski season behind us, I remain skeptical of that view. 
My own experience as a (Nordic) skier this season suggests that the Service overstates the extent of the 
problem. There are indeed very few days in the year when parking facilities are filled to capacity and when 
managing the overflow becomes a necessary, perhaps even challenging, task. Ironically, this was essentially 
confirmed by one of the Hood Meadows managers during the field trip, in a statement made in response 
to a concern I raised re. alpine users running all over the Nordic trails, in particular the lone connector of 
the early proposal, to the effect that this would occur only very rarely! I understand that on those few days, 
management of traffic and enforcement of safety require significant preparedness and involvement of 
manpower: but it is difficult to see how they warrant constructing an additional huge parking lot that would 
remain empty “99.9%” of the year! Particularly when balanced against its deleterious effect on the quality of 
Nordic skiing at Meadows, among other impacts.

See response to Comment #3-1.

13-2 The lot would essentially sit smack in the middle of the Nordic trail system (...) it would further disconnect 
the two components of the system on either side of the road. Not only would it do nothing to address some 
of the current shortcomings of the (dis)connection – the single crossing, the section parallel to the road that 
gets sprayed with gravel from snow removal equipment, etc. – it would inevitably make it far worse. In fact, 
placing the lone connecting trail right behind the proposed large lot and “skier service building”, exactly 
in the way between these and the downhill area, essentially guarantees the trail will be trampled by other 
users, non-users, with and without skis, and turned into a conflict-generating mess. In short, the plan largely 
destroys the integrity of the Nordic trail system at Meadows. It is, quite literally, a plan to build a huge 
parking lot exactly over the central portion of this system. (...) The few added trails that the plan proposes 
seem mostly concocted to buttress a ‘no net loss’ rationale.

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 6) includes approximately 0.1 miles of additional Nordic ski trails. The proposed 
Twilight Parking Lot would remove approximately a half mile (or 2,746 feet) of Nordic ski trails from the Hanel and 
Little Loops. The trails constructed as a connected action are the same as Alternative 3 as shown in FEIS, Figure 2-2. This 
includes approximately 0.7 mile (or 3,432 feet) miles of new Nordic ski trails, resulting in a net increase of 0.1 mile (or 686 
feet). The DEIS contained an error in the description of the new trails that has been corrected. See response to Comments 
#1-1 and #4-4 for more information.

13-3 . . . These concerns include (1) improper use/crossing of Nordic trails by alpine skiers/snowboarders as 
they move from the new parking area to the lifts and back. (2) gravel spray on trails from snow removal 
equipment, (3) disconnection between the two components of the Nordic system. Generally speaking, 
increased noise pollution from users, cars, etc.

The impacts to Nordic ski operations, including gravel spray and trails connections, has been fully analyzed and disclosed 
in FEIS, Section 3.1. See response to Comments #4-1, #4-2 and #4-8 for more information.

14-1 I am concerned that the proposed “Twilight Parking Lot” expansion will cut in to the already limited Nordic 
skiing at MHM. What I would like to see is MHM Nordic trails connect to Teacup under the road through the 
big new culvert. Then MHM could move the Nordic Center “Lodge” (which is way too small and inadequate 
now) to the gravel pit building area. That way the trails could be expanded and not compromised by 
parking lot expansion.

See response to Comments #4-2, #4-3 and #7-1.

14-2 I ski at the downhill area every weekend and I never saw a really crowded weekend this year with more 
parking needs. Perhaps MHM has finally priced itself out of the market??? If they do need another parking 
lot, it would only be used a few weekends a year.

See response to Comment #3-1.

15-1 [Alternative 6] nevertheless shares the basic flaw of all these alternatives: namely, by placing a big lot more 
or less smack in the middle of the Nordic trail system, (1) it places a great proportion of the trails in close 
proximity with paved areas (gravel issue, in particular, possibly noise and pollution), and (2) it tends to 
aggravate the present disconnection between the two components of the trail system, on either sides of 
the road.

The Project Design Criteria (PDC) R-7 (see FEIS, Section 2.3) strives to minimize the gravel spray to the greatest extent 
possible. This PDC states: “In order to prevent road gravel from being deposited on the Nordic ski trails, measures should 
be taken such as minimize traction gravel, provide a buffer, or create snow berms.” See response to Comment #13-3 for 
more information.

15-2 I feel it would be appropriate to extend somewhat the commenting period (no explicit date is offered by the 
Service, it would be useful if one were clearly identified and given); I know of several people who have not 
yet sent comments, but likely would if confident that these would be taken into account.

The notice and comment period is determined by 36 CFR Part 218. §218.25(iii) states: “Comments on a proposed project 
or activity to be documented in an environmental impact statement shall be accepted for a minimum of 45 days 
beginning on the first day after the date of publication in the Federal Register of the notice of availability of the draft EIS.” 
A Notice of Availability (NOA) announcing the comment period was published in the Federal Register (Vol. 78, No. 86) 
on May 3, 2013. A legal notice announcing the availability of the Mt. Hood Meadows Parking Lot Improvements Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for review and comment was published in The Oregonian (newspaper of record) on 
May 4, 2013. The 45-day comment period ended on June 17, 2013. All comments received, including those received after 
the comment period ended, have been considered and responses included in this appendix.
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Appendix B - Response to Comments

Comment 
Number

Comment Response

17-1 To help ensure that further adverse environmental impacts from parking lot proposals which are 
inconsistent with the 1997 master plan are avoided, we recommend that the Forest work with Mt. 
Hood Meadows, the Oregon Department of Transportation and others to increase the effectiveness of 
transportation demand management efforts. Consider, for example, incorporating additional decision 
thresholds (e.g. target for skier/vehicle proportions) and management responses (e.g. such as increased bus 
subsidies or preferential parking for carpools) into the appropriate action-forcing documents (e.g. annual 
operating permits, Oregon Department of Transportation monitoring requirements, NEPA project design 
criteria).

See response to Comments #5-1 and #5-2.

18-1 The parking lot could be easily be moved to the west and a little north and still meet the intention of 1) 
consolidating paved areas with the state sheds, 2) not paving over Hannel and little loop, 3) locating the lot 
over the less frequently groomed and used Bear Grass ski trail and 4) staying out of any riparian areas found 
at the time of recon or prior.

See response to Comment #4-19.

18-2 I don’t think that my comments were seriously considered when one alternative in the DEIS clearly 
overlapped an existing Riparian Reserve!

See response to Comments #4-1 and #4-19.
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
620 SW Main Street, Suite 201
Portland, Oregon 97205-3026

9043.1
IN REPLY REFER TO

ER13/295

Electronically Filed
June 17, 2013

Joy Archuleta
Acting District Ranger
Hood River Ranger District
Mt. Hood National Forest
6780 Highway 35
Mount Hood-Parkdale, OR 97041

Dear Ms. Archuleta:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Mt. Hood Meadows Parking Improvements. The Department does not have any comments to 
offer.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Allison O’Brien
Regional Environmental Officer
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